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REMARKS/ARGUMENT 
Claims I -69 and ' : •" 4 arc pending; 
Claims 60-6? are allowed. 

y tO n v - < <d * O ^O, i . O * 

Examiner, Accordingly, € lain* s 1-41 stand allowable. 

* » «s •* *« ^-^7 <md 72 would b illowab w < ^dependent form 
! >a$e claim and any mtervef <. h. i 

C\ir^-55, s j N U % y^e Ikcp te%\nrer <n Tkiofv tl< 1 ! *. » * imitations 

v .-o s , s > J i >> u :ss 4>. -+$\ >0-> ' ami ,7 

v. -o ; 

Claims 42 and 68 have been amended to overcome Examiner's objections. 

1) Claims 4244, 47-49, 54-59 and 68-69 are rejected under 35 U.S.C, 103(a) 
^< > dt'u (I S Pake \o ' m» * n 1 u ^e* U'the idmitted 
prior art (Fig. 2-3) and further in view of Dettman jm.rpn7c^ 

N too Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection, as sci forth below. 

1 e.juircs and [ sis wviit. o p. ; ! s 

for , > n m ih. signal ^ nv ns -o-nprionp * \~ A ^ 1 i breams of data. 

! v. ? s s i! '> om one .o|.g||easj 

two mail u i t«» a communication received by the transmitter from the 

receiver^ ana 'vuvuiiry s i q mu 'hcuj* » -p/mh-is with the 
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* ^ signal a a » v < roulnplu o 



v Vll aN\ uxluh v ^urahtv signals" 'selecting a matrix from erne of at feast 
twojuau (u i t 

s t v v i Mmttmg ihe multiplied modulate J 



In contrast, Pirei discloses a transmitter and receiver wherein a sub-matrix is 

is s railed data '.a 1 - 1 i ght flu i eilieation and 

eUinns. *Ov. « co » k^. v ! v n sc*. m • \ t . Joes I ire 

te.ie*- »\ vou-'n >n>Tc than oue mamx AND that a matrix is selected from two or more 
> ^ s ! « linear 

basis transformation raatfjs from one of at least two matrices . . ~\ as required by 
Claim 42 OR, "selecting a matrix from oae of at least two matrices . , .* as required by 
Claim 68, 
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■J v\ i> OCvib d> d' iK, - v > 

1 ' n i i < i \i _ ' x ^ 

linear has a m respossse to a communication received fey the 

transmitter front ilie receiver via a feedback channel ,i- 1 m e: \- je ?c>: m t I inn 
42. 

To establish a prima fuck case of obviousness, three basse criteria must bo met 

< i , J. o O C »|\ 

k e of nary si n do o modify t.k 
mferem e o; to - i sifbirse reft res t ; teachings Second ihcm must be a n ason ibie 
expectation of success, i inal ; the ptm; an reference (o? references when coni bitted J 
o<-< loach ••! suggest \I ! , - v a \ o i aim h (MPEP § 2143), Applicants 
<, i ^ s; 5 > >\ , h s u'ei e^tmi h i 'tie , ; o Thus, 

^ in » < N v > i - to lot , - ' ' o ! «. 

the admitted prior art and Dettman. 

Obviousness can only be established by combining or modifying the teachings of the 
vnoras s limed i mention w here there is \ > 

i a ^ , \ ^ nmi m e s. x\. 

the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. 'The test for an implicit 
showing is what die combined teachings, knowledge of one of ordinary skill in the art, and 
the nature of the problem to be solved as a whole would have suggested to those of ordinary 
skill in the art." In re Kotzah 217 F.3d 1365, 1370, 55 U8PQ2d 1 313, 131? (Feci Cir. 
2000). See also In re Lee, 27? F.3d 1338, 1342-44, 61 USFQ2d 1430, 1433-34 (Fed. Cir. 
^. o ^ K s 

i i <. n * m k v \^ 
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and with Deitnian. A statement that modifications of the prior art to meet the claimed 
invention yw . h :• \ i ahhm ihe )>< h > ^ --\ m ihvat* a ; , aa •• ^ u iv 
invention was made" because the relerences relied upon leaeh that aU aspects ofthe claimed 
invention were , . a a> known in the art is not an to establish a p>w ?a /ana; case 

( s'Vss s i a ! s ^ 

parte / e * ^ 28 USPQ2d 1300 (Bd Pat. App. it Inter. 1993). See also in re Kotzab, 
"V:i a ^ s NS n 1 ' >i^\<; a: > 1 a i a a* 

rejection involving technologically simple concept because there was no finding as to the 

s iir^ [Hn U vit^kj* > s v >r i^auxoiki \id\c 
motivated the aktlleai arbsaa to make the claimed awn Al-Site v > > VSi 1ml inc., 
174 F3& 13-08, SO USPQ2d 11 61 (Fed, Cir. 1999} (The level of skill in the art cannot be 
Mv i w , da < » v. e< se;a > \ o, an. 

tac v <w< ; v v s > <s * v , ^ *\ N | ^ 

i. m ^ on c; p < , ^o<v - ' v\ p if on ,mo Vmuars 

Claims 43, 44, 47-49, and 54-59 stand allowable as depending directly, or 
u ^ w-- ; ^ a e a ' x fa; a i i" 4f * e^ ' 1 1 in 1 a o, a p id ng 
^ n > < 'Me { Mitn 08 

s ' jo eeeivcr 

comp'-va ^ 

prowdmi: t 1 it 

x ^ s I 1 t K e waawe aora ptv'^oc xts <ne 

m support ofthe allowance of claim 42. Moreover, Piret does not teach a receiver that 

s \ v v 1 u ! ! I -! t \ a\ 1 V 

x well as ti spending cript ere the ten? i 
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Applies!!;- n*. imzv.m. 

Amei-Wf::;:':! i March V 
n," ' Office v. O .Si:::;: 5, 

is used and n sub latrix "selection" Is performed \?u.i ce ainiy there is no feedback to 

i , ,!\ t >t f a t <. s 

3 which is separate from (he transmitter. The bus m Fig. 1 between input and output pons 

e ~m m , ^ c mn i v ' s. 

m "\ e ,v o ^ v ci msnutta 

Claim 4^ Ok \ 

^ormatk n mutn\ . \\ 

UN I ! i IP ' i v 

' the same reasons provided above hi support otdhe allowance of claim 43. 

i \ t v.ss tiMvi dk as hu$ 4 wn< i 

v i iii d o ju i ^ I e ; ; it u o* the. 
t v s \ . i» v 1 and then torn * - ! \ 

v S > s "> > I «nlU s > ' 

i % N ! i I > .0 1 i i " < K < i S ! ^< 

transfonriatior*. our example, M~[ I 2:1 3] will not accomplish any rotation. 

n ^ ' smn»> oi v I n * ^ j m hnea*- basis 
transformation maoix is operable for performing a rotation and phase change of the 
symbols. Claim 48 depend:? from claim 42 and therefore stands allowable for the same 
as - vide xw > eahowa s N < li - oses 

i! Monmiimu R > < 
ui'm!' A< s m \ ! > -mil ouk omm k» , mniilatiy, a 

^ 'c, , ^ ^ ^ ifoo 1 ,ao calmer pare 
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men rfstoc N < 

x v , ,s ess ranstiutler cn\ r i.7 v , e h near basis 

* a vo,s\u\ no soor n , \ 

n 12 

t bins s r ! <. \ i v n i \ k i Km jus 

v an ! 1 v \ i ! d ><. - s ^\ah U so e 1 s 

^ i euaneeol' claim 42. 

, * transmitter u 
™ v ^ s v f 5 , s i i * N < v ^allowable 

for the same mas< ms pi - n ided aben e in support of the allowance of claim 42, 

K> - ! I I i ! i v. j i n ! i pi 

- < < i ! J' i t !- v !. , , , < t 

i s i * hie fo the samt c ^ \ > , < \ 
-mT 1 ! m ^ x alh-camo * > -LV\ 

s , S ! _ '! ! Sk ! < 

comprises a plurality of recehe antennas. Claim 57 depends from claim 42 and therefore 

V V v s J s k d I ^ ! i 

42. 

- v !. ^ i (i -> v. mim m- > 

s v vJhcjitual h \ k ■> 
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*a*» \ v v ( * <. v stands allows same rt 

pi vvidec k I ceo ah 5 

n .x *vi , < > is nit ' ^ n 5 oa k- plurality > 
transmit antennas are less in number than the h w or receive antennas. Clara, 59 

sums v urn 5 

* . v. ed under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
nimaientahio over Ihrot et al d >S Patent No.: o,560,29] 1 in v tew * u . admnkd e ait 

I'J ,v J MO lu 

$ aouKnsd m . oadsa; in view of Foscbini et al(U S Patent No 1 050 510) applicants 
respectfully traverse this rejection, as set forth below. 

> 5 ! X < < UK i ! ' , 1 I '\ 1 

•> , " ink i leas ng tlio pie, 
"convening the plurality of signals to serial : \i liven if arguendo, foscbini discloses 

i | e\oou« v 

described shortcomings of any > d n > of Pirer. t ^ ki i prior an and 'm , as 

- x v j s n 1 , an DeUiaan 

and Foschuu lads to teach or suggest all of the limitations of Claim "\. 

\ - - \l v nJi >d a? in v .auo t>8 w act «. ' i e a <n - a sreat 

i i s as su««es*e s 

by tbe * \ Foscbini fails to teach or suggest, the previously described shortcomings of 

, i art and Dettman. as applied t* ■ ( lean 68 
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K?Oy so OsiOe fVcuw oi Ji:f:c 5, SOiO 

v t > i in L ' M i '\ 

teach or suggest all of the Inioiauous 5! 73, 

! \ v i i as -uiehnn ( - , s 

^ * . i v .u>v lueo v e? each 

f \'u U i I i t > i \ ! s > 

! < s s s K ii t v\ 

i ■> \ described sbortcoonngs of any sh ul of Prret, die adrndied prior art and 

,\ Si ^ v. <n o 

art, Deitmao a no s >wehun Uo to toauh oi suggest all of toe u lai daun "4 

3) Claim S3 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Piret ct a! (US Patent No.: 6,560,291) in view of the admitted prior art (log. 2-3% 
further i a view of Detuoari Ginfropfuc^ 

and further in view of Be van ei al (U. S. Patent No.: 6,897,897) Applicants .respectful!.? 
^rse " , ,\ . .in > 

! x i v i\ n < i > K comprising 

oded e icoding t >. 

discloses a space nmc coding nipk".; -input multi-output system using space nunc decoders, as 

,s \ x » v v > ' CSvJiOw 

A >dret the adir i 1 , ^ a . ^pnheO to 

fp \t n ? .i. 

n . v eon ^ 
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AmeBfJjneBt dated March 2s, 200? 
ikiiiy ns Office Am* of kwe i, 2006 



Claims 60-6? are allowed. Claims 1,31 and 39 have been amended to overcome the 

t J!ul + ~V ^ N 3 K i 1 li k x ^ 

k.u s \acu t 'i uf o 1 * a < i men 

hp n ? N % v 3 t !u i rck I v 1 

( he has* > i us. Accord ^ > cod 72 

U k1 > owa \ 

s ded to ov. erwn 1 , s < 

o me > x ejeeta led by liixaminer Claims 43 ~ 3 N<t o v <> v ' 

> V ^ ^ v O , - ^ - \ . 

tveonside* >. i cation at the oarlie&i po: s hie date 
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/Ronald O. Neerings/ 
Reg, No. 34,227 
Attorney ibr Applicants 
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